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His seventh question is:

7.  Is not physical force as much a potent factor of life as any other
force?   As non-violence can be taken by cowards as a garb  to  cover their
cowardice, so can violence be misused by brutes and tyrants.     It   does   not
prove that violence of itself is bad.

Physical force undoubtedly is a potent factor of life. Violence
has certainly been misused by tyrants, but in the sense in which
I have defined violence, its good use is inconceivable. See the
definition in the answer to the preceding question.

The eighth question is:

8.  You will put lunatics and dangerous criminals who are a nuisance to
society in prisons.   Will you allow us to capture those civilized criminals, who
are functioning as government officials today, and deport or imprison   them in
some Himalayan caves instead of murdering them?

I am not sure that it is right to put lunatics or criminals,
dangerous or otherwise, in prisons, i.e., for punishment. Lunatics
are not so put even now. And we are reaching a time when
even criminals will be put under restraint for their ultimate reform,
not for their punishment. But I would gladly join any society for
the confinement, under proper safeguards for their comfort, of
the Viceroy and every civilian, English or Indian, who are today
consciously or unconsciously bleeding India, provided that a
scheme can be produced before me that is perfectly feasible from
every point of view. And I would be prepared to join such a
society even though it may be argued that such confinement might
fall within my definition of violence.

The ninth question is:

9.  What is more inhuman and terrible, rather what is more violent, to
let 33 millions suffer, stagnate and perish, or a few thousand be killed?    What
would you prefer, to see the slow death of a mass of 33 millions through sheer
degeneration, or killing of a few hundred of people?   'This certainly is to be
proved that the killing of a few hundred will stop the degeneration of 33 mill-
ions.   But then, it is a matter of detail and not principle.   It may be later on
discussed whether it is expedient or not.   But if it is proved that by killing a
few hundred, we can put a stop to the degeneration of 33 millions,  will you
object to violence on principle?

There is no principle worth the name if it is not wholly good.
I swear by non-violence because I know that it alone conduces
to the highest good of mankind, not merely in the next world
but in this also. I object to violence because, when it appears to
do good, the good is only temporary; the evil it does is per-